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Abstract 
The purpose of this study was to determine ifthere is a statistically significant 
correlation between academic self-concept and performance in the subset areas of reading 
and language on a standardized test. More specifically, is there a statistically significant 
relationship between student performance and their self-reported perceptions to English-
Language Arts assessment criteria from a standardized test. 
The subjects consisted of 108 eighth grade students, Out of the total number of 
students, 87 were considered regular education students and 21 were classified with a 
learning disability. All subjects took the Terra Nova assessment in May of2001 and were 
given the researcher designed English-Language Arts survey in November of 2001. The 
subjects involved in the study were students of the researcher. 
The Pearson product moment coefficient of correlation was used to analyze the 
data. The results demonstrated that there was a statistically significant relation between 
actual performance and perceptual performance on the Terra Nova test. 
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CHAPTER I 
Statement of the Problem 
Education in New York State has recently focused on mandatory standardized 
testing in grades four and eight in the subject area of English-Language Arts. Many 
schools have purchased tests from companies that align these particular examinations for 
other grade levels. These tests are then used as predictors for future performance on state 
mandated examinations as well as for achievement for the current school year. 
Performance levels in the areas of reading and language are amongst one of the areas that 
can be measured. The Terra Nova assessment is a standardized test that uses multiple 
measures of a wide range of skills and proficiency levels. 
Students may not be aware of their actual capabilities or potential for performing 
on these tests. Focus has been on indeterminate percentages rather than looking at areas 
on the test where students either excelled or were not proficient with reading and writing. 
Research suggests that test performance can be attributed to beliefs that students have 
towards their own performance. In their study on reading and writing achievement 
amongst various grade levels, Shell, Colvin, and Bruning (1995) stated: 
A single underlying canonical dimension linking beliefs and achievement was 
found for all grades and achievement levels, indicating that beliefs and 
achievement domains of reading and writing have a generalized reciprocal 
relation to each other. The pervasiveness of these findings across grade and 
achievement levels suggests that this dimensionality is a :fundamental property of 
the relations between beliefs and achievement in reading and writing. This 
indicates that consideration of possible reciprocal influences from beliefs in both 
domains will be necessary for full understanding of the motivational influences of 
beliefs on reading and writing. Also, approaches to literacy instruction that 
emphasize the connections between reading and writing may be able to use the 
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reciprocal relations of beliefs to achievement in the two domains to enhance 
motivation for reading and writing. (p. 396) 
These ideas regarding beliefs and achievement validate a correlation between academic 
self-concept and performance on standardized tests. 
In this study, student performance on the Terra Nova assessment in the subset 
areas ofreading and language was utilized. Four levels of achievement based upon 
assessment criteria including above average, average, below average, and significantly 
below average were used to group the students for the purpose ofthis study. When test 
scores were aligned to state levels for proficiency, a significant percentage of students 
scored in the below average to significantly below average categories. Ineffective 
instruction, test anxiety, misaligned curriculums, the prohibition of test modifications as 
well as many other presumptions were made when test scores were released. 
One significant aspect that has been overlooked is the possibility that students 
may view themselves as being competent in the areas necessary for proficiency in 
reading and writing when in actuality, their performance is lower than their self-
perceived ability level. Academic self-concept towards English-Language Arts sections 
on standardized tests may be significantly different from actual outcome expectancies. 
Additionally, Shell, Colvin, and Bruning (1995) state: 
Results confirm the importance of self-efficacy beliefs and beliefs about ability 
for motivating and sustaining achievement. These findings also suggest that self-
efficacy and causal beliefs about intelligence may be especially potent for 
identifying individual differences in motivation and achievement for higher 
achievement levels. The results substantiate the importance of maintaining 
positive motivational beliefs even when achievement is low. (p. 397) 
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It is important to note the importance of outcome expectancy as it relates to a student's 
academic self-concept. This aspect of achievement in reading and writing has not been 
investigated with needed emphasis. Research clearly confirms that academic self-concept 
does impact test performance and should be considered for further research. 
For students to be successful on English-Language Arts sections of standardized 
tests, as well as to become proficient readers and writers, educators must be aware of how 
students perceive their potential performance in all areas in which they are being 
assessed. Percentiles and reading levels from English-Language Arts sections on 
standardized tests provide a false sense of achievement. Self-concept can not be built 
upon if students are not aware of and completely understand that in which they are being 
tested. Without having a clear awareness and understanding of specific areas and skills 
that are being assessed, students may never know how to improve their reading and 
writing. 
The purpose of this study was to determine if there is a statistically significant 
correlation between academic self~concept and performance in the subset areas of reading 
and language on a standardized test. More specifically, was there a statistically significant 
relationship between self-concept and performance in the skills areas of basic 
understanding, analyzing texts, evaluating and extending meaning, reading strategies, 
sentence structure, writing strategies, and editing skills. In addition to these skill areas, 
overall performance in English-Language Arts classes from the previous and current 
school year was also be examined to see if there was a statistically significant correlation 
to self-concept. 
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CHAPTER II 
Review of the Literature 
The Nature of Self-Concept 
"Self-concept, broadly defined, is a person's perceptions of him- or herself These 
perceptions are formed through one's experience with and interpretations of one's 
environment and are influenced especially by reinforcements, evaluations by significant 
others, and one's attributions for one's own behavior" (Shavelson & Bolus, 1982, p.3). 
Shavelson and Bolus define self-concept as having seven critica] features: 
(a) It is organized or structured, in that people categorize the vast amount of 
information they have about themselves and relate the categories to one another. 
(b) It is multifaceted, and particular facets reflect the category system adopted by 
a particular individual and/or shared by a group. (c) It is hierarchical, with 
perceptions of behavior at the base moving to inferences about self in sub areas 
(e.g., academic-English, history), then to inferences about self in general. (d) 
General self-concept is stable, but as one descends in hierarchy, self-concept 
becomes increasingly multifaceted as the individual develops from infancy to 
adulthood. (f) It has both a descriptive and an evaluative dimension such that 
individuals may describe themselves (I am happy) and evaluate themselves (e.g., I 
do well in school). (g) It can be differentiated from other constructs such as 
academic achievement. (p. 4) 
In their study on junior high students in grades seven and eight, Shavelson and Bolus 
determined that self-concept can be distinguished from academic achievement and that 
the relationship between grades and subject-matter self-concept is stronger than the 
relationship between grades and academic self-concept (p.16). Academic self-concept is 
one facet of general or global self-concept that pertains to self-perceptions of academic 
progress in specific content areas or disciplines. 
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Some educators have even attempted to manipulate self-concept by using 
instructional programs that enrich self-concept. Necessary and Parish (1993) used a 
pretreatment and post treatment assessment called "Let's Get Excited About Life" to 
identify if self-concept could be enhanced. They found that self-concept could be 
immediately enhanced for the subjects involved from using this particular assessment 
(p.41). Though global self-concept was improved, no information pertaining to academic 
growth was provided. 
Academic Self-Concept and Achievement 
"The enhancement of students' self-concepts is valued as a goal of education and 
as a moderator and perhaps a cause of scholastic achievement" (Shavelson & Bolus, 
1982, p.3). Many studies have found a significant link between academic self-concept 
and academic achievement. 
Marsh, Byrne, and Shavelson make a distinction amongst varying types of self-
concept by stating: 
Historically, to the extent that academic and non-academic self-concept was even 
distinguished, a general academic self-concept (i.e., school self-concept), instead 
of specific facets, was emphasized. Specific facets of academic self-concept were 
regulated to a relatively minor role except in research that focused on one 
particular facet of academic self-concept. School self-concept is a different kind 
of construct. (p.377) 
Byrne (1984) found that academic achievement to be more highly correlated with 
academic self-concept than with non-academic and general self-concepts and 
achievement in particular content areas to be more highly correlated with self-concepts in 
5 
the matching content areas (p.185). Academic achievement has been linked to academic 
se1f-concept in many studies. 
Parental social status was found not to impact academic se1f-concept of students 
in Orr and Dinur's study (1995). Their study found that academic se1f-concept was more 
strongly linked with perceived se1f-interactions with distinct social systems such as 
school or peer groups rather than parental social status (p.604). This study reinforces the 
idea that school and peers have a monumental influence upon a student's self-perceived 
academic ability. 
Wylie's study on grade point averages and self-regard (as cited in Hoge, Smit, & 
Crist, 1995) found that the correlations between grade point averages and tests of overall 
se1f-regard were mostly around .30. "These correlations have encouraged some educators 
to see se1f-concept enhancement as a resource for raising students' academic 
achievement" (Hoge, Smit, & Crist, 1995, p.296). Hoge, et al. continued by stating that 
many educators have assumed that se1f-concept affects academic achievement, and any 
gain in se1f-concept will later benefit academic achievement (p.297). 
In their study on se1f-concept and academic achievement amongst sixth and 
seventh grade students, Hoge, Smit, and Crist (1995) found a modest causal 
predominance from achievement to se1f-concept. They also found that without 
distinguishing levels of se1f-concept, interpreting relationships between se1f-concept and 
achievement would have been impossible to interpret (p.312). 
Mboya (1989) found that for tenth grade students, the relationship between se1f-
concept of academic ability and academic achievement correlated more strongly than did 
6 
the relationship between global self-concept and academic achievement. Mboya also 
found that academic self-concept achieved statistical significance with academic 
achievement in conjunction with the failure of global self-concept. The impact of self-
concept on academic achievement may not be generalizable but rather a function of a 
specific area of self-concept (p.43). Academic ability has a considerable influence upon 
academic self-concept. 
Marsh (1987) found that influence of academic self-concept is likely to be 
motivational and mediated through constructs such as effort and persistence. He also 
found that academic self-concept is more likely to affect school grades rather than 
standardized test scores (p.292). This study shows strong support for a causal influence 
of academic self-concept and that self-concept is multidimensional. Marsh and Yeung 
(1997) argued that "self-perceived worthiness of performance expectations in relation to 
personal and external standards are critical in motivating and sustaining performance" 
(p.695). This validates research of academic self-concept in specific school subjects. 
In their study of adolescent achievement task values and expectancy-related 
beliefs, Eccles and Wigfield (1995) found that adolescents' perceptions of ability relate to 
the attainment value and intrinsic interest in the task than to perceived utility value. 
Perceived utility value of a task or activity seems to have been influenced by other factors 
rather than by the individual's perception of his/her abilities. They continued with "our 
previous work suggests that performance on a task (e.g., course grades) is most highly 
related to self-concept of ability, whereas task choices (e.g., course enrollment decisions) 
are more highly related to the perceived task value constructs" (Eccles & Wigfield, 1995, 
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p.224). Self-concept of ability seems to have an immense impact upon a student's 
academic achievement as a result of these studies. 
In their study of grade and achievement level differences in fourth, seventh, and 
tenth grade towards reading and writing, Shell, Colvin, and Bruning (1995) found that 
beliefs and achievement in reading and writing have a reciprocal relation to each other. 
The pervasiveness of these findings suggests that this dimensionality is a 
fundamental property of the relations between beliefs and achievement in reading 
and writing. This indicates that consideration of possible reciprocal influences 
from beliefs in both domains will be necessary for full understanding of the 
motivational influences of beliefs on reading or writing (p.396). 
The results ofthis study suggested that st::lf-e:fficacy, causal attribution, and outcome 
expectancy beliefs could wield "potentially important motivational influences on 
children's reading and writing" (p.397). Though beliefs are related to reading and writing 
achievement, Shell, Colvin, and Bruning concluded that beliefs could not directly cause 
achievement. 
Schubert (1978) believes that there is a strong positive relationship between a 
child's academic self-concept and his reading achievement. He believes that it is the role 
of both the home and school to enhance self-concept for the improvement of overall self-
concept. Suggestions such as providing a warm environment, cultivating humor in the 
classroom, holding high expectations for student ability, avoiding grouping, providing a 
variety of reading material that fosters individuality, providing opportunities for students 
to experience success, and praising were all potential ways to build upon self-concept and 
reading improvement (p.158-159). 
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Guthrie and Wigfield (2000) also support ideas that are similar to Schubert. "The 
involved teacher knows about the students' personal interests, cares about each student's 
learning, and holds realistic but positive goals for their effort and learning" (p.416). 
These strategies have been found to directly impact both reading improvement and self-
concept. 
Ehrlich, Kurtz-Costes, and Loridant's (1993) study on cognitive and motivational 
determinates of reading comprehension in good and poor readers in seventh grade found 
that although both ability attributions and self-concept were significantly and positively 
correlated with achievement, only self-concept emerged as a significant predictor of 
school achievement in causal modeling analysis. In addition to these findings, they also 
stated: 
For our good readers, academic self-concept emerged as the only significant 
predictor of reading comprehension in regression analyses. Thus children who 
possessed greater confidence in their academic abilities excelled on the reading 
comprehension measure. In contrast, self-concept was not related to reading 
comprehension for poor readers. (p.376) 
Reading problems for poor readers was linked to a lack of overall self-efficacy. 
Kos (1991) explored similar reasons as to why middle school students struggled 
with reading problems. He found that although students were aware of their problems and 
motivated to improve in the area ofreading, they felt hopeless as a result of their self-
concept towards their school situation (p. 892). Varying types of instruction and quality 
ofreading material were attributed to these reading problems. Ivey (1999) also found that 
schooling and instruction can either positively or negatively influence reading abilities 
and potential for improvement for middle school students who struggle with reading 
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(p.187). Self-concept awareness in the delivery of instruction and school environment 
may have an influence upon overall reading achievement. 
Though most studies indicate a positive relationship between self-concept and 
achievement, Tremans-Ziremba, Michayluk, and Taylor (1980) found no significant, 
positive correlations between self-concept and reading ability for children in grade four 
(p.262). They believe that there may be adequacy issues pertaining to the measure of self-
concept and reading for children in elementary grades. 
Johnston and Winograd (1985) believe that task selection is a major problem for 
teachers. They believe that children's perceptions of tasks are derived from corrective 
feedback that they receive rather than from the teacher's description of the task. The 
effects of this corrective feedback can be to change a task from a low risk one (e.g., the 
teacher requests that the students voice an opinion) to a high risk one ( e.g., children are 
rewarded for guessing the teacher's opinion). This may be a significant factor in 
impacting academic self-concept and initiating an "ego-defense" related to completing 
academic tasks (p.288). 
Academic Self-Concept Gender Differences and Sex Stereotypes 
Feingold's study (as cited in Marsh & Yeung, 1998) compared results from three 
academic self-concept analyses and found gender differences in personality variables that 
demonstrated small differences in self-esteem that slightly favored boys. 
Marsh and Yeung' s longitudinal study of eighth grade students' academic self-
concepts in math and English had similar findings. Marsh and Yeung stated: 
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The results ofthis study did not find much support for gender stereotype or 
differential socialization models of gender differences in academic outcomes. 
Although there were gender stereotypic differences in math and English self-
concepts, girls scored as well or better than boys on other math outcomes (school 
grades, coursework selection, and, perhaps, test scores) and did better than boys in 
all English constructs. These tests, however provided no support at all for 
differential socialization processes in gender stereotypic differences in 
socialization patterns (p. 731 ). 
Marsh and Yeung (1988) reinforced their findings by stating, "previous research over the 
last few decades has shown a reasonably consistent pattern of diminishing gender 
di:fterences in math and English achievement" (p. 732). 
Marsh, Shavelson, and Byrne's (1988) findings supported sex stereotypes of girls 
and boys in grades eleven and twelve in relation to academic self-concept in the areas of 
math and English by stating: 
According to sex stereotypes, girls are better at English than boys, and their 
verbal self-concepts were higher than could be explained on the basis of their 
verbal achievement. According to sex stereotypes, boys are better at mathematics 
than are girls and their math self-concepts were higher than could be explained on 
the basis of their math achievements. Across all school subjects, sex stereotypes 
are more balanced, and sex differences in school self-concepts are explicable in 
terms of school achievements. (p.3 7 6) 
Pallas and Alexander's study (as cited in Marsh, Byrne, & Shavelson, 1988) 
found that girls had slightly higher grades in math courses, but girls tended to perform 
more poorly on mathematic Scholastic aptitude tests. Pallas and Alexander further 
suggested that differential socialization processes for boys and girls might account for 
differential selection of coursework (p.376). 
Self-regulated learning components in classroom academic performance was 
found to be considerably important in Pintrich and DeGroot's study (1990) on motivation 
and self-regulated learning. They found that student involvement in self-regulated 
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learning is closely tied to students' efficacy beliefs about their capability to perform 
classroom tasks and to their beliefs that classroom tasks are valuable (p.38). This 
particular study indicates that students must have adequate academic self-concept and 
skills to be successful in school. 
Leondari, Syngollitou, and Kiosseoglou (1998) found significant gender 
differences in relation to academic achievement, task persistence, and self esteem and 
stated: 
Girl's tended to outperform boys in academic achievement and task persistence. 
However, girls appear to have substantially lower self-esteem. This study is in 
accordance with other studies, which show that adolescent males tend to have 
higher levels of self-esteem than do adolescent females, whose disbelief in their 
capabilities seems to be shaped by the family, the educational system, the mass 
media and culture at large. (p.222) 
Findings from these studies pertaining to gender differences of self-concept and academic 
performance vary depending on the age level of the subjects. 
Academic Self-Concept Differences in Students of Varying Ability 
Bricklin (1991) linked specific pathogens to self-concept of students that struggle 
with reading. Behavior that suggests that all material will be checked, perfectionist goals, 
age inappropriate expectancies, overindulgence expectancies, vagueness about valued 
behaviors, negative feedback on behavior and performance, and negative evaluation that 
de-emphasizes personal relationships are associated with poor self-concept for children 
who are having difficulties with learning (p.206). Bricklin also suggests that 
"intervention" and "therapeutic" strategies to address weak self-concept are necessary to 
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assist adolescents that fear failure, do not take risks, and perceive themselves as unable to 
learn (p.211 ). 
Garzarelli, Everhart, and Lester (1993) studied potential correlates of academic 
achievement, including self-concept, extra-curricular activities, family environment, and 
gender. They found that self-concept and academic achievement for gifted seventh and 
eighth grade students was strongly and positively correlated. In addition to these findings, 
they believe that it is vitai to examine social status and academic achievement to get a 
more accurate representation of self-concept (p.236). 
Abdazi's study (1985) of ability grouping effects on fourth though sixth grade 
students' academic achievement and self-esteem found that there is a general downward 
trend in performance expectations by the end of elementary school. In addition to this 
finding, very high- and very low performing students showed less achievement or self-
concept change in response to changes in program and classmates (p.40). From this 
study, self-concept seems relatively unaffected due to ability grouping. 
Evaluating Academic Self-Concept 
The recent trend in academic self-concept research has emphasized examining 
individual facets of academic self-concept by looking at individual subject area 
performance. "Researchers specifically interested in self-concepts in particular academic 
subjects should measure self-concepts with scales specific to those subjects in addition to, 
perhaps, other academic self-concept scales" (Marsh, 1990, p.635). By targeting specific 
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facets of academic self-concept with a subject specific scale, a researcher can gain a great 
deal of information pertaining to academic self-concept in a particular subject area. 
Bottomley, Henk, and Melnick (1997) explained that there have been few 
attempts to develop instruments for measuring writer self-perceptions. The instrument 
that they developed, The Writer Self-Perception Scale, includes 38 items that deal with 
overall writing ability and specific dimensions of writing such as focus, content, 
organization, style, and coherence. This particular scale is to be used concurrently with 
the Reader Self-Perception Scale to provide a more accurate appraisal of individual 
literacy evaluations in the areas ofreading and writing. The V/riter Self-Perception Scale 
can be used in multiple ways: 
It can be given as a pretest and posttest in experiments that compare different 
literacy approaches along key affective dimensions. It can also be used to classify 
groups of students as high, average, and low-writing self-perceivers for other 
experimental studies where such distinction might be noteworthy. The WSPS can 
even be used as a pretest adjuster variable (covariate) in various experiments and 
as a trait indicator in descriptive studies. Data from these scales could very well 
indicate possible contributing factors to negative orientations toward writing 
(p.290). 
Both scales provide beneficial information pertaining to academic self-concept as it 
relates to the areas of reading and writing. 
Using the National Longitudinal Study of 1988 to evaluate self-concept in math 
and English, Marsh (1994) found that the pattern ofresults for school grades and 
standardized test scores of tenth grade students is similar. In addition, school grades tend 
to have stronger effects when both are considered simultaneously. Using a comparison of 
the two school subjects, (math and English) Marsh determined that even when there are 
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small differences in mathematics and English abilities, English and math self-concepts 
are very different for each individual student. 
Standardized Achievement Testing and Self-Concept 
Paris, Lawton, Turner, and Roth (1991) presented interesting research findings 
pertaining to students' views of standardized achievement tests. They believe that 
standardized testing may play a significant role in the gradual differentiation of 
successful and unsuccessful students by r.niddle school. 
By middle school, students rely on comparative information such as tracking, 
grades and test scores. Their feelings of self-worth and their perceptions of their 
own domains of competence are established in part by visible signs of 
achievement in school. Their perceptions of control undergo similar changes. 
When students feel that external forces such as test scores rather than their own 
efforts control success, they show less interest in academic work, demonstrate less 
persistence, and are more inclined to take shortcuts or adopt maladaptive 
strategies. Successful students, in contrast, feel competent and in control of their 
performance in school; they approach tests and other assignments with quite 
different expectations and motivations (p.14). 
Tests should assess student perceptions of their abilities, their relative satisfaction with 
their performance, and their preparation for tests. Personal control, self-concept, and self-
regulation are presented as "critical constructs for achievement and deserve to be 
assessed" (p.18). 
Overall self-concept of an individual has been found to impact academic 
performance in many studies. Another important finding in many studies is that 
perception of one's academic ability varies from actual performance. Because self-
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concept does impact academics, it is important for educators to be cognizant of 
techniques that best improve academic self-concept for students based upon their 
perceptions of their abilities in particular subjects. Using scales specific to particular 
academic subjects can give researchers further information regarding academic self-
concepts in specific areas. 
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CHAPTER III 
Design of the Study 
Purpose 
The purpose ofthis study was to see ifthere is a statistically significant 
correlation between academic self-concept and performance in the subset areas of reading 
and language on a standardized test. More specifically, is there a statistically significant 
relationship between student performance and their self-reported perceptions to English-
Language Arts assessment criteria from a standardized test. 
Research Question 
Is there a statistically significant correlation between seventh grade Terra Nova 
scores in the subset areas of reading and language and student self-reported perceptions 
in those areas, as measured by a self-concept survey administered in eighth grade? 
Methodology 
Subjects 
The subjects of this study are one hundred and eight suburban, heterogeneously 
grouped, eighth grade students enrolled in middle school. None of the students 
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participating in this study have repeated the current grade. Ages of the students range 
from 13 - 14. It is important to note that twenty-one students are labeled as having 
learning disabilities. Each of the twenty-one students have individualized education 
programs. Test modifications were not allowed for these students on the Terra Nova 
assessment because the test was also used as a diagnostic tool to identify base reading 
and writing levels. 
Instruments 
All students in grades three, five, six, and seven take the Terra Nova assessment. 
Terra Nova is an assessment system designed to measure concepts processes, and skills 
taught throughout the nation. The content areas measured are Reading/Language Arts, 
Mathematics, Science, and Social Studies. Supporting the measurement of these main 
content areas are the following supplementary tests: Word Analysis, Vocabulary, 
Language Mechanics, Spelling, and Mathematics Computation. Selected-response, 
constructed-response, and extended-response items are used as appropriate. Items are 
organized by content categories reflecting educational objectives commonly found in 
state, district, and diocesan curriculum guides; in major textbooks, basal series, and 
instructional programs; and in national standards publications (Terra Nova Prepublication 
Technical Bulletin, 1996). 
The survey generated for this particular study mirrors the criteria designated by 
the Terra Nova assessment. This survey consists of fourteen questions each with a 
numerical value. Each selection has been weighted according to the amount of points 
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designated for a particular reading or writing skill on the Terra Nova assessment or to 
academic performance in English Language Arts classes from the previous and current 
year. This survey was administered on the computer for the purpose of facilitating data 
collection and student preference towards answering responses on the computer. 
To assure anonymity, numerical identification was assigned to each student to 
enter into an identification field. When the students were ready to proceed, a sample 
question was completed together as a class. The survey took approximately fifteen 
minutes to administer. When students finished, they submitted their data to an 
unspecified database. Data were converted into tables that were later used to compare 
results to student performance on the Terra Nova assessment from the previous school 
year. Students were informed that this survey would in no way affect their grade in 
English-Language Arts class. 
Analysis of the Data 
The data were analyzed using the Pearson product moment coefficient of 
correlation. Pearson product moment coefficient of correlation assumes that the two 
variables are measured on at least interval scales and it determines the extent to which 
values of the two variables are proportional to each other. The value of correlation does 
not depend on the specific measurement units used. The ;r value obtained must be 
between -1 and + 1. This will determine if there is a statistically significant relationship 
between students' perceived performance in specific skill areas and actual performance 
on the Terra Nova assessment. 
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Purpose 
CHAPTER IV 
Analysis of the Data 
The purpose of this study was to see ifthere is a statistically significant 
correlation between academic self-concept and performance in the subset areas of reading 
and language on a standardized test. More specifically, is there a statistically significant 
relationship between student performance and their self-reported perceptions to English-
Language A_rts assessment criteria from a standardized test. 
Null Hypothesis 
There is no statistically significant correlation between student performance as 
measured by the English-Language Arts self-concept questionnaire and results from the 
Terra Nova assessment. 
Findings and Interpretations 
After calculating the Pearson product moment of correlation for raw scores, it was 
determined that r = 0.546. This correlation is extremely high. The critical rat the 0.001 
level of significance with 106 degrees of freedom is 0.308. Since the absolute value of 
the correlation coefficient is above 0.308, the null hypothesis (there is no statistically 
significant correlation of the relationship between student performance as measured by 
the English-Language Arts self-concept questionnaire and results from the Terra Nova 
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assessment) must be rejected. Therefore, the researcher has concluded that there is a 
statistically significant correlation between student performance on an English-Language 
Arts standardized test and academic self-concept. Figure I graphically displays the results 
of this analysis. 
Actual results of student performance can be found in Appendix A. Perceived 
results of student performance can be found in Appendix B. 
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Figure 1 
Correlation of student performance on the 
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Upon further evaluation of these data, it became evident that the average raw 
score on the Terra Nova assessment for all students was 60.70. The highest achievable 
score on the Terra Nova assessment was an 80. The perceived average raw score for all 
students was 54.08. Students also perceived their overall average in English-Language 
Arts classes to be slightly less than their actual average. On average, the students 
perceived their ability to be much lower than actual performance. 
In addition to these :findings, gender comparison performance and students with 
learning disabilities with regular education students were also compared. Female students 
out performed male students with 63.72 as the mean rav.r score for females and 57.60 as 
the mean score for males. Both male and female students perceive their ability to be less 
than their actual performance with female students having a mean perceived raw score of 
56.65 and male students having a mean score of 51.44. The perceived raw scores by both 
genders tend to be slightly less than their performance but are consistent with actual 
performance differences between both male and female students. 
Students with learning disabilities performed far below regular education students 
on the Terra Nova assessment. This was expected due to the fact that test modifications 
were not utilized for students with learning disabilities because the Terra Nova 
assessment was also used for diagnostic purposes. Students with learning disabilities 
perceived their ability to be slightly less than their actual performance. The mean raw 
score for actual performance of students with learning disabilities was 48.14 and 
perceived performance was 45.64. Regular education students' actual performance on the 
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Terra Nova assessment was a mean raw score of 63.92 and perceived performance mean 
raw score of 56.21. 
Upon closer examination of the skill areas that were assessed by the Terra Nova 
assessment (basic understanding of the text, analyzing the text, evaluating/extending the 
meaning in response to the text, identifying reading strategies, writing strategies, sentence 
structure, and editing skills) both actual performance and perceived performance results 
indicate that students perceived their performance to be lower than actual performance. 
Students perceived their overall ability in the areas of basic understanding of the text, 
analyzing the text, evaluating/extending the meaning in response to the text, a.'1d 
identifying reading strategies to be less than their actual performance. Conversely, 
students perceived themselves as performing better in the areas writing strategies and 
editing skills when actual performance was much lower. Results from these :findings 
appear in Appendix C. Clarification for each assessed skill area appears in the English-
Language Arts Self-Perception Survey in Appendix D. 
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CHAPTERV 
Conclusions and Implications 
Purpose 
The purpose of this study was to see if there is a statistically significant 
correlation between academic self-concept and performance in the subset areas of reading 
and language on a standardized test. More specifically, is there a statistically significant 
relationship between student performance and their self-reported perceptions to English-
Language Arts assessment criteria from a standardized test. 
Conclusions 
The present study indicates a statistically significant correlation between 
academic self-concept, as measured by an English-Language Arts survey, and 
performance on a standardized test. This :finding is very important for educators that 
ignore academic self-concept when determining causation of performance on 
standardized tests. In fact, academic self-concept seems to be a major factor contributing 
to performance on standardized tests. Previous research pertaining to the correlation 
between academic self-concept and performance on standardized tests supports these 
:findings. 
Because there were discrepancies between actual student performance and 
perceived student performance in this study, teachers could target areas where students 
seem to have misperceptions in their abilities and reinforce instruction in those areas. 
Assisting students to better understand the English-Language Arts skill areas where they 
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have misperceptions and misunderstandings may improve academic self-concept towards 
reading and writing. 
Implications for Education 
There are many pertinent conclusions that can be drawn from this study. 
Academic self-concept towards standardized tests performance varies for all students. 
Students' perceptions of standardized tests and other assessments and their motivation for 
taking tests must be taken into consideration in order to understand their scores and the 
significance of the test to them. Furthermore, assessment does not serve students well or 
provide a valid indicator of their knowledge and abilities if academic self-concept 
towards specific facets is not addressed in the classroom. 
Educators must address motivation and personal progress to build academic self-
concept. This is especially significant for students with learning disabilities. If students 
were not motivated to learn specific skills that are being taught and later assessed by a 
standardized test, then the likeliness for them having a positive self•concept towards their 
overall performance would be significantly less. 
Marsh (1986) makes a strong argument for the impact of academic self-concept in 
the classroom by stating: 
Influence of self-concept is likely to be motivational and mediated through 
constructs such as effort and persistence. Thus, academic self-concept is more 
likely to affect school grades than standardized test scores. (p. l 03) 
The :findings of this study also found self-concept to impact perception of performance in 
English-Language Arts classes as well as standardized tests. An awareness of academic 
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self-concept may lead educators to best improve academic self-concept by reinforcing 
strategies that recognize effort and persistence. This could include training teachers how 
to improve the estimates of students' potential for academic success. 
Teaching effective test-taking strategies to students who are unsuccessful on 
standardized tests and have a low academic self-concept may help increase both 
standardized test scores and academic self-concept towards standardized tests. These 
include coaching strategies such as confirming and narrowing multiple-choice questions, 
skipping items, and utilizing time. 
When selecting a standardized test, there arc many components that should be 
considered. Discrimination, bias, and as well as many other factors need to be considered 
as potential deterrents of proficient standardized test performance. Academic self-concept 
should also be considered when selecting a standardized test. A standardized test that is 
too difficult for students may cause deficient academic performance and poor academic 
self-concept. Likewise, a standardized test that is too easy for the intended students may 
over inflate academic self-concept, thus presenting academic self-concept inconsistencies 
between subject area and test performance. Standardized tests must be developmentally 
appropriate and sensitive to academic self-concept concerns. 
Implications for Further Research 
There are practical implications for researchers who wish to accurately measure 
academic self-concept. It is important to note that global self-concept, or the many facets 
that determines one's overall self-efficacy, was not considered for this study. It would be 
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interesting to see if there is a strong correlation between global self-concept and 
academic self-concept though research has generally shown self-efficacy to be a stronger 
predictor of subject-specific academic performance and goals than global measures such 
as self-esteem or overall self-concept (Bandura, 1996). 
Because the Terra Nova assesses skills in subject areas such as mathematics, 
social studies, and science, it would be interesting to see if a significant correlation exists 
between actual performance and academic self-concept in areas other than English-
Language Arts. Conversely, findings from this study could be used to compare academic 
self-concept in English-Lai,guage Arts to academic self-concept in other subject areas. 
Since student behaviors and attitudes change over time, it would be valuable to 
examine if academic self-concept towards the areas assessed by the Terra Nova 
assessment change over time. A longitudinal study could present many significant 
findings for determining if academic self-concept in a particular subject area changes at 
different stages in one's education. If changes occur or remain static, a researcher could 
hypothesize the reasons for the occurrences. 
In addition to these findings, one could determine whether there is a statistically 
significant correlation between classroom performance in English-Language Arts and 
performance in the area of English-Language Arts on the Terra Nova assessment. For the 
purposes of this study, data collection on classroom performance will be used for future 
research to compare the differences between classroom performance and standardized 
test performance. 
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A factor that could have impacted responses was that participants of this study 
were students of the researcher. Though students were informed that the survey had no 
influence on their grades, they may have been influenced to respond in a less than honest 
manner because of their interaction with the researcher. For future studies in the area of 
academic self-concept and achievement, it would be beneficial to use subjects other than 
those that are directly or indirectly influenced by the researcher. 
Future research should also consider the causation of academic self-concept 
towards standardized tests. Factors such as test anxiety and student dissatisfaction were 
not investigated for this study. These considerations may impact both performance and 
perception of one's ability on standardized tests. Using qualitative instruments such as 
written tasks or interviewing techniques that allow open-ended responses to academic 
self-concept could address these concerns. Results of these findings could better assist 
educators in addressing the needs of individual students by understanding academic self-
concept towards specific subject areas. 
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Appendix A 
Actual Performance on the Terra Nova examination 
Student Gender IEP Raw Basic Analyze EvaV Identify Sent Writing Editing 2001 ELA Current Assessment Level 
ID Score Understanding Text Extend Reading Struct Strategies Skills avg. Avg. 1-4 
Meaning Strategies 
1 Female No 59 9 13 8 8 8 8 5 70 65 2 
2 Female No 63 9 14 8 9 10 8 5 92 79 2 
3 Male No 63 10 15 6 9 9 7 7 88 77 2 
4 Female No 59 12 14 5 9 7 9 3 86 80 2 
5 Female No 58 12 13 7 7 6 8 5 85 81 2 
6 Male No 49 9 13 6 8 9 2 2 65 63 1 
7 Male Yes 68 10 13 7 11 9 11 7 84 77 2.5 
8 Female No 47 9 12 5 8 5 6 2 37 59 1 
9 Female No 60 12 15 5 8 10 7 3 73 75 2 
10 Male No 62 8 14 6 12 12 6 4 90 81 2 
11 Male No 70 12 15 8 11 11 8 5 81 72 2.5 
12 Female No 74 14 16 6 10 11 11 6 91 82 4 
13 Male No 61 11 14 6 10 7 9 4 85 81 2 
14 Male No 60 9 14 7 8 8 8 6 79 66 2 
15 Female No 67 13 15 6 10 8 9 6 71 75 2.5 
16 Female No 67 13 15 6 10 8 9 6 86 81 2 
17 Male Yes 31 5 6 2 8 4 4 2 68 51 1 
18 Male Yes 60 10 15 7 8 8 9 3 58 57 2 
19 Male No 69 12 15 8 10 10 9 5 91 78 2.5 
20 Male No 56 9 11 5 9 8 10 4 86 73 2 
21 Male Yes 38 10 9 4 7 3 4 1 47 55 1 
22 Female No 73 12 14 7 11 11 11 7 77 84 3 
23 Male No 65 11 16 6 11 10 8 3 57 66 2.5 
24 Female Yes 54 11 13 4 9 9 5 3 82 72 1.5 
25 Male No 63 10 12 5 10 11 10 5 87 69 2.5 
26 Female No 69 10 15 8 12 10 ·10 4 85 83 2.5 
27 Male No 68 12 16 8 9 10 9 4 69 76 2.5 
28 Female No 66 12 13 7 11 9 9 5 86 89 2 
29 Male No 50 9 13 5 8 7 3 5 77 71 1.5 
30 Female No 78 14 16 8 11 11 11 7 89 81 4 
31 Male No 64 11 12 6 9 11 8 7 65 68 2.5 
32 Male Yes 48 9 10 4 10 5 7 3 68 59 1 
33 Female No 74 11 16 7 11 12 "IQ 7 94 86 3 
34 Female No 65 11 14 5 10 10 9 6 87 86 2 
35 Male No 63 11 16 6 9 7 ·10 4 60 74 2 
36 Female No 51 11 12 5 5 7 9 2 75 75 1 
37 Female No 51 9 13 6 11 6 5 1 81 61 1 
38 Male No 62 10 14 4 10 10 9 5 66 67 2 
33 
Student Gender IEP Raw Basic Analyze EvaV Identify Sent Writing Editing 2001 ELA Current Assessment Level 
ID Score Understanding Text Extend Reading Struct Strategies Skills avg. Avg. 1-4 
Meaning Strategies 
39 Female No 58 9 11 5 10 11 9 3 76 80 2 
40 Female No 75 13 16 7 12 10 11 6 82 78 2 
41 Female No 43 8 13 0 10 6 4 2 85 75 1 
42 Female No 78 13 15 8 12 12 11 7 97 93 4 
43 Female No 74 12 16 8 11 11 10 6 85 84 3 
44 Female No 55 10 14 6 6 8 7 4 76 82 2 
45 Female No 77 14 16 8 12 11 10 6 87 88 3 
46 Female No 62 10 15 6 10 8 8 5 77 73 2 
47 Female No 74 14 15 7 9 11 11 7 98 81 3 
48 Female No 68 10 15 8 11 10 9 5 89 82 2.5 
49 Male No 73 12 14 8 11 11 '10 7 92 85 3 
50 Male No 57 8 13 8 10 9 7 2 77 63 1.5 
51 Male No 45 10 10 3 8 6 4 4 79 70 1 
52 Female No 80 14 16 8 12 12 '11 7 88 86 4 
53 Male No 60 12 13 6 11 8 7 3 76 78 1.5 
54 Male Yes 37 8 10 2 7 3 3 4 65 65 1 
55 Male No 75 13 15 8 11 12 ·10 6 80 76 3 
56 Female No 63 11 11 7 8 10 ·10 6 90 88 2.5 
57 Female No 55 11 14 5 9 8 5 3 76 80 1.5 
58 Female No 61 12 15 6 11 9 5 3 82 76 2 
59 Male Yes 39 5 10 2 5 8 6 3 67 68 1 
60 Female No 61 10 14 6 8 10 8 5 87 77 2 
61 Male Yes 40 7 13 3 5 6 3 3 68 50 1 
62 Male No 72 12 16 7 12 11 '10 4 85 83 2.5 
63 Female No 63 10 14 7 8 10 9 5 68 70 2 
64 Female No 51 7 12 4 8 10 5 5 84 72 1.5 
65 Female No 61 11 13 6 10 7 9 5 90 75 2 
66 Male No 60 12 12 7 10 7 7 5 80 73 2 
67 Female No 72 13 14 7 12 10 9 7 58 75 3 
68 Male No 50 12 12 5 10 5 4 2 71 72 1.5 
69 Female No 67 11 16 7 11 8 8 6 86 78 2.5 
70 Male No 63 11 14 7 10 8 9 4 80 76 2 
71 Female Yes 49 7 10 4 9 10 7 2 88 79 1.5 
72 Male No 75 11 15 8 12 11 11 7 86 88 3.5 
73 Male No 53 9 14 7 7 6 7 3 67 68 1.5 
74 Female No 75 14 15 8 10 12 11 5 94 88 3 
75 Male No 70 11 16 7 11 10 9 6 82 79 2.5 
76 Female No 70 11 15 8 10 9 10 7 89 84 3 
77 Female Yes 28 5 7 2 5 4 4 1 65 60 1 
78 Male No 74 12 16 6 11 11 11 7 93 85 3 
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Student Gender 
ID 
79 Female 
80 Male 
81 Male 
82 Male 
83 Female 
84 Male 
85 Male 
86 Male 
87 Male 
88 Male 
89 Female 
90 Male 
91 Female 
92 Male 
93 Female 
94 Male 
95 Female 
96 Female 
97 Male 
98 Female 
99 Female 
100 Male 
101 Male 
102 Male 
103 Male 
104 Female 
105 Male 
106 Female 
107 Female 
108 Male 
Actual Score 
Max Score 
100 % 
IEP Raw 
Score 
No 75 
No 64 
Yes 61 
No 61 
No 62 
Yes 41 
No 53 
Yes 48 
No 79 
Yes 48 
No 62 
No 62 
No 75 
Yes 54 
No 56 
No 69 
Yes 71 
No 73 
Yes 78 
No 69 
No 73 
Yes 50 
No 66 
Yes 50 
Yes 22 
No 49 
Yes 44 
No 61 
No 60 
No 52 
60.7 
80 
75.9 
Basic Analyze EvaV 
Understanding Text Extend 
Meaning 
13 14 8 
11 13 7 
14 15 7 
13 13 8 
13 14 6 
8 9 6 
8 14 6 
10 10 4 
13 16 8 
10 13 5 
11 14 7 
10 15 6 
12 16 8 
9 13 4 
8 15 6 
13 15 7 
12 16 7 
14 16 8 
14 16 7 
12 14 8 
12 15 7 
11 12 5 
13 14 6 
9 9 6 
7 3 2 
8 13 4 
10 11 7 
9 14 7 
7 15 7 
7 12 7 
10.3 13.1 5.9 
14 16 8 
73.6 81.9 73.8 
Identify Sent Writing Editing 2001 ELA Current Assessment Level 
Reading Struct Strategies Skills avg. Avg. 1-4 
Strateaies 
11 12 11 6 95 88 3 
10 9 9 5 93 83 2 
12 7 5 1 74 74 2 
11 7 7 2 85 80 2 
8 8 8 5 88 77 2 
5 5 6 2 63 53 1 
9 6 6 4 81 66 1.5 
8 6 7 3 73 63 1 
12 12 11 7 82 83 4 
10 6 3 1 89 77 1.5 
11 8 7 4 82 78 2 
11 7 8 5 73 70 2 
10 11 11 7 93 84 3 
10 8 6 4 81 73 1.5 
9 10 5 3 82 70 1.5 
11 11 7 5 80 73 2.5 
10 10 10 6 81 80 3 
10 10 9 6 92 91 3 
12 12 10 7 89 85 4 
12 11 10 2 68 68 2.5 
12 12 9 6 97 91 3 
8 6 5 3 59 52 1.5 
11 11 7 4 85 81 2.5 
9 7 8 2 66 62 1 
3 4 3 0 71 61 1 
6 9 4 5 79 70 1 
10 3 2 1 71 65 1.5 
10 10 6 5 76 80 2 
8 8 9 6 79 75 2 
7 10 6 3 89 80 1.5 
9.2 8.7 7.6 4.2 79.4 I 74.9 I 2.1 I 
12 12 11 7 100 I 100 I 4 I 
76.7 72.5 69.1 60 
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AppendixB 
Perceived Performance on the Terra Nova examination 
Student Gender IE:P Raw Basic Analyze E:vaV Identify Sent Writing Editing 2001 £LA Current Assessment Level 
ID Score Understanding Text Extend Reading Struct Strategies Skills avg. Avg. 1-4 
Meaning Strateaies 
1 Female No 62 11 10 6 8 9 '11 7 70 80 3 
2 Female No 57 10 10 6 10 9 6 6 93 83 3 
3 Male No 55 9 11 6 10 8 6 5 90 82 2.5 
4 Female No 59 10 12 6 9 9 8 5 75 75 3 
5 Female No 60 12 12 6 10 8 7 5 80 82 3 
6 Male No 50 8 10 6 8 7 6 5 80 65 3 
7 Male Yes 58 11 13 6 8 8 7 5 86 60 3.5 
8 Female No 28 5 7 3 4 3 2 4 79 72 1.5 
9 Female No 54 7 10 3 9 9 10 6 82 73 3 
10 Male No 56 9 15 5 9 8 7 3 80 64 3 
11 Male No 54 10 13 4 8 6 8 5 75 55 2.5 
12 Female No 61 11 12 7 8 9 ·10 4 80 70 3 
13 Male No 56 9 9 6 9 10 7 6 75 80 3 
14 Male No 50 9 9 6 9 7 6 4 76 70 3 
15 Female No 62 13 11 6 10 9 9 4 80 90 3 
16 Female No 61 13 10 6 10 7 9 6 75 73 3 
17 Male Yes 32 6 4 4 5 6 4 3 65 50 2.5 
18 Male Yes 28 4 4 3 4 4 5 4 45 30 3 
19 Male No 61 12 12 5 9 8 9 6 87 85 3 
20 Male No 52 9 10 4 9 9 7 4 85 90 3 
21 Male Yes .38 6 6 4 6 5 6 5 30 50 2 
22 Female No 53 10 9 5 8 8 8 5 70 83 3 
23 Male No 53 13 10 4 8 7 7 4 77 52 2.5 
24 Female Yes 48 7 9 6 8 7 7 4 80 60 3 
25 Male No 51 9 11 5 8 6 7 5 87 69 2.5 
26 Female No 56 8 13 6 10 6 7 6 80 90 3 
27 Male No 51 11 8 5 7 7 8 5 82 80 3 
28 Female No 68 12 13 6 10 10 ·11 6 85 95 3.5 
29 Male No 50 10 9 4 7 7 8 5 70 75 3 
30 Female No 67 13 13 7 11 8 10 5 95 90 3 
31 Male No 52 12 9 3 7 7 8 6 80 60 3 
32 Male No 32 6 4 4 5 6 4 3 50 50 2.5 
33 Female No 61 10 12 6 11 9 8 5 82 90 3 
34 Female No 68 13 13 7 10 10 9 6 90 89 3.5 
35 Male No 53 10 10 4 8 7 9 5 75 80 3 
36 Female No 65 11 14 7 10 8 9 6 90 85 2.5 
37 Female No 47 12 8 3 8 5 7 4 65 50 2.5 
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Student Gender IEP Raw Basic Analyze EvaV Identify Sent Writing Editing 2001 ELA Current Assessment Level 
ID Score Understanding Text Extend Reading Struct Strategies Ski/ls avg. Avg. 1-4 
Meaning Strateaies 
38 Male No 42 7 7 5 7 5 7 4 70 60 2.5 
39 Female No 50 11 10 6 8 6 6 3 76 80 2.5 
40 Female No 57 11 11 5 9 9 8 4 82 78 3.5 
41 Female No 52 10 10 5 8 7 7 5 85 85 2.5 
42 Female No 76 13 15 7 12 11 ·11 7 98 95 4 
43 Female No 63 13 12 7 10 8 8 5 85 80 3 
44 Female No 62 11 12 6 11 8 8 6 80 90 3 
45 Female No 65 12 12 6 10 10 '10 5 90 90 4 
46 Female No 44 10 7 4 6 6 7 4 70 60 3 
47 Female No 74 12 15 7 11 11 11 7 100 93 4 
48 Female No 54 8 11 5 9 7 8 6 90 85 3 
49 Male No 71 14 13 6 10 10 ·11 7 94 90 3.5 
50 Male No 36 7 7 4 7 4 4 3 72 66 3 
51 Male No 44 7 10 4 6 6 6 5 65 60 2.5 
52 Female No 61 12 12 5 8 8 11 5 93 80 3.5 
53 Male No 44 8 7 4 7 7 6 5 87 79 3 
54 Male Yes 45 8 8 5 8 5 8 3 74 40 2.5 
55 Male No 58 11 11 6 10 7 8 5 86 84 3 
56 Female No 65 13 13 6 10 9 8 6 80 88 3 
57 Female No 54 10 11 5 8 7 8 5 85 80 2.5 
58 Female No 55 11 11 5 9 7 7 5 85 82 2.5 
59 Male Yes 47 7 7 4 10 7 7 5 72 69 2 
60 Female No 59 10 12 5 9 9 9 5 85 77 3 
61 Male Yes 48 11 10 3 7 7 6 4 75 65 2.5 
62 Male No 72 11 15 6 11 11 11 7 95 92 3.5 
63 Female No 61 11 13 4 9 9 9 6 88 78 3.5 
64 Female No 58 10 11 7 8 10 7 5 75 50 2.5 
65 Female No 44 10 7 4 8 6 6 3 85 50 2.5 
66 Male No 49 9 10 5 7 6 7 5 85 75 2.5 
67 Female No 31 3 4 4 7 6 5 2 25 40 3 
68 Male No 67 12 14 8 10 9 8 6 85 90 3 
69 Female No 50 11 9 5 8 6 6 5 95 75 3 
70 Male No 57 10 12 5 9 8 8 5 80 85 3 
71 Female Yes 42 6 7 4 6 7 7 5 86 86 2.5 
72 Male No 61 11 9 6 10 8 11 6 86 92 3.5 
73 Male No 42 10 9 2 6 5 7 3 70 65 3 
74 Female No 49 8 9 4 8 7 8 5 93 89 3.5 
75 Male No 70 13 13 8 11 10 10 5 80 78 3.5 
76 Female No 47 9 9 4 7 7 7 4 94 90 3.5 
77 Female Yes 43 9 7 4 8 6 6 3 60 80 2.5 
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Student Gender IEP Raw Basic Analyze EvaV Identify Sent Writing Editing 2001 ELA Current Assessment Level 
ID Score Understanding Text Extend Reading Struct Strategies Skills avg. Avg. 1-4 
Meaning Strateaies 
78 Male No 68 13 12 6 10 10 11 6 97 95 3.5 
79 Female No 66 11 13 6 10 9 10 7 95 85 3.5 
80 Male No 58 11 11 6 8 8 9 5 87 89 3.5 
81 Male Yes 63 13 9 6 11 8 12 4 89 85 3.5 
82 Male No 57 10 10 6 9 8 9 5 88 90 3 
83 Female No 64 12 12 6 10 9 9 6 90 80 2.5 
84 Male Yes 46 11 9 4 5 6 7 4 70 60 2.5 
85 Male No 63 10 11 6 10 10 ·10 6 82 70 3 
86 Male Yes 31 7 2 3 4 3 7 5 87 69 3 
87 Male No 71 13 14 7 12 9 10 6 82 93 3.5 
88 Male Yes 56 11 12 5 8 9 7 4 85 79 3 
89 Female No 52 10 10 4 8 8 7 5 70 60 3 
90 Male No 44 9 8 4 7 4 8 4 85 75 3 
91 Female No 52 10 11 4 7 7 8 5 85 80 3 
92 Male Yes 49 8 10 4 9 6 8 4 75 84 3.5 
93 Female No 57 9 11 6 11 8 8 4 99 99 3 
94 Male No 54 10 9 5 10 8 6 6 80 75 3 
95 Female Yes 58 11 12 5 10 8 8 4 75 85 2.5 
96 Female No 64 13 15 6 5 9 'IQ 6 86 89 3.5 
97 Male Yes 41 8 5 4 6 4 ·11 3 90 82 2.5 
98 Female No 53 10 11 4 10 5 8 5 78 70 3 
99 Female No 69 12 14 7 10 10 "10 6 95 85 3.5 
100 Male Yes 42 8 5 3 7 6 8 5 68 38 3 
101 Male No 58 12 9 5 9 9 8 6 88 85 3 
102 Male Yes 47 10 7 4 5 8 8 5 86 67 2.5 
103 Male Yes 35 4 9 4 5 6 4 3 85 85 3 
104 Female No 54 10 7 4 10 9 8 6 90 90 3 
105 Male Yes 51 8 9 7 8 7 7 5 50 40 3 
106 Female No 57 11 11 5 10 7 7 6 80 80 3 
107 Female No 60 12 12 5 9 9 8 5 80 70 2.5 
108 Male No 63 11 14 7 9 6 10 6 91 87 3 
Actual Score 54.08 9.99 10.19 5.12 8.45 7.51 7.88 4.89 80.32 75.64 2.96 
Max Score 80 14 16 8 12 12 11 7 100 100 4 
100 % 67.6 71.36 63.69 64 70.42 62.58 71.64 69.86 
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AppendixC 
Data Comparisons of Self-Concept Toward English-Language Arts Skills and Performance on a Standardized Test 
ACTUAL PEFORMANCE OF SUBJECTS (ALL SUBJECTS INCLUDED) 
Actual score 
Possible score 
Percentage 
Raw 
Score 
60.7 
80 
75.9 
Basic 
Understanding 
10.3 
14 
73.6 
Analyze EvaVExtend Identify Reading 
Text Meaning Strategies 
13.1 5.9 9.2 
16 8 12 
81.9 73.8 76.7 
Sent 
Struct 
8.7 
12 
72.5 
PERCEIVED PEFORMANCE OF SUBJECTS (ALL SUBJECTS INCLUDED) 
Actual score 
Possible score 
Percentage 
Raw 
Score 
54.08 
80 
67.6 
Basic 
Understanding 
9.99 
14 
71.36 
Analyze EvaVExtend 
Text Meaning 
10.19 5.12 
16 8 
63.69 64 
ACTUAL PERFORMANCE OF MALE STUDENTS 
Actual score 
Possible score 
Percentage 
Raw 
Score 
57.69 
80 
72.11 
Basic 
Understanding 
10.24 
14 
73.14 
Analyze EvaVExtend 
Text Meaning 
12.94 5.89 
16 8 
80.88 73.63 
PERCEIVED PERFORMANCE OF MALE STUDENTS 
Actual score 
Possible score 
Percentage 
Raw 
Score 
51.44 
80 
64.3 
Basic 
Understanding 
9.56 
14 
68.29 
Analyze EvaVExtend 
Text Meaning 
9.52 4.91 
16 8 
59.5 61.38 
Identify Reading Sent 
Strategies Struct 
8.45 7.51 
12 12 
70.42 62.58 
Identify Reading Sent 
Strategies Struct 
9.39 8.1 
12 12 
78.25 67.5 
Identify Reading Sent 
Strateaies Struct 
8 7.09 
12 12 
66.67 59.08 
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Writing Editing 2001 ELA Current Assessment Level 
Strategies Skills avg. Avg. 1-4 
7.6 4.2 79.4 74.9 2.1 
11 7 100 100 4 
69.1 60 
Writing Editing 2001 ELA Current Assessment Level 
Strategies Skills avg. Avg. 1-4 
7.88 4.89 80.32 75.64 2.96 
11 7 100 100 4 
71.64 69.86 
Writing Editing 2001 ELA Current Assessment Level 
Strategies Skills avg. Avg. 1-4 
7.13 3.98 76.35 71.13 1.94 
·11 7 100 100 4 
64.82 56.86 
Writing Editing 2001 ELA Current Assessment Level 
Strategies Skills ava. Ava. 1-4 
7.67 4.69 78.44 71.94 2.93 
·11 7 100 100 4 
63.92 67 
ACTUAL PEFORMANCE OF FEMALE SUBJECTS 
Actual score 
Possible score 
Percentage 
Raw 
Score 
63.72 
80 
79.65 
Basic 
Understanding 
11.02 
14 
78.71 
Analyze EvaVExtend 
Text Meaning 
14.09 6.37 
16 8 
88.06 79.63 
PERCEIVED PEFORMANCE OF FEMALE SUBJECTS 
Actual score 
Possible score 
Percentage 
Raw 
Score 
56.65 
80 
70.81 
Basic 
Understanding 
10.43 
14 
74.5 
Analyze EvaVExtend 
Text Meaning 
9.39 5.33 
16 8 
58.69 66.63 
Identify Reading Sent 
Strategies Struct 
9.65 9.33 
12 12 
80.42 77.75 
Identify Reading Sent 
Strategies Struct 
8.91 7.93 
12 12 
74.25 66.08 
ACTUAL PEFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH LEARNING DISABILITIES 
Actual score 
Possible score 
Percentage 
Raw 
Score 
48.14 
80 
60.18 
Basic 
Understanding 
9.14 
14 
65.29 
Analyze 
Text 
11.05 
16 
69.06 
EvaVExtend Identify Reading Sent 
Meaning Strategies Struct 
4.59 8.23 6.5 
8 12 12 
57.38 68.58 54.17 
PERCEIVED PEFORMANCE OF STUDENTS WITH LEARNING DISABILITIES 
Actual score 
Possible score 
Percentage 
Raw 
Score 
45.64 
80 
57.05 
Basic 
Understanding 
8.32 
14 
59.43 
Analyze 
Text 
7.86 
16 
49.13 
EvaVExtend Identify Reading Sent 
Meaning Strategies Struct 
4.46 7.34 6.5 
8 12 12 
55.75 61.17 54.17 
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Writing Editing 2001 ELA Current Assessment Level 
Strategies Skills avg. Avg. 1-4 
8.41 4.85 82.52 78.7 2.29 
11 7 100 100 4 
76.46 69.29 
Writing Editing 2001 ELA Current Assessment Level 
Strategies Skills avg. Avg. 1-4 
8.09 5.09 82.57 79.33 3 
·11 7 100 100 4 
73.55 72.71 
Writing Editing 2001 ELA Current Assessment Level 
Strategies Skills avg. Avg. 1- 4 
5.82 2.82 71.68 65.36 1.52 
11 7 100 100 4 
52.91 40.29 
Writing Editing 2001 ELA Current Assessment Level 
Strateaies Skills avg. Ava. 1-4 
7.14 4.14 73.09 65.64 2.77 
11 7 100 100 4 
64.91 59 .. 14 
ACTUAL PEFORMANCE OF REGULAR ED. SUBJECTS 
Actual score 
Possible score 
Percentage 
Raw 
Score 
63.92 
80 
79.9 
Basic 
Understanding 
11.01 
14 
78.64 
Analyze EvaVExtend 
Text Meaning 
14.15 6.52 
16 8 
88.44 81.5 
Identify Reading 
Strategies 
9.85 
12 
82.08 
PERCEIVED PEFORMANCE OF REGULAR ED. SUBJECTS 
Actual score 
Possible score 
Percentage 
Raw 
Score 
56.21 
80 
70.26 
Basic Analyze 
Understanding Text 
10.42 10.79 
14 16 
74.43 67.44 
EvaVExtend Identify Reading 
Meaning Strategies 
5.29 8.79 
8 12 
66.13 73.25 
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Sent Writing Editing 2001 ELA Current Assessment Level 
Struct Strategies Skills avg. Avg. 1- 4 
9.29 8.27 4.83 81.42 77.36 2.26 
12 11 7 100 100 4 
77.42 75.18 69 
Sent Writing Editing 2001 ELA Current Assessment Level 
Struct Strategies Skt1/s avq. Avq. 1-4 
7.77 8.07 5.08 82.41 78.2 3.01 
12 11 7 100 100 4 
64.75 73.36 72.57 
AppendixD 
English-Language Arts Self-Perception Survey 
STUDENT SURVEY 
The following survey has questions about English-Language Arts. This 
survey will be used to gather information about your perfo1·mance on tcc~sts. 
This survey is completely anonymous. Your names will not be used as part 
or this study. It is very important that all questions are answered and you 
are truthful. THIS SURVEY HAS NO IMPACT ON YOUR GRADES IN ELA 
CLASS! This study may change the way that. students are taught in 
E:ngHsh~ Language Arts dasses in relation to tests. 
Enter your student ID #, 
H)# 
Directions for answering each question: 
I. Read each question very carefully. 
2. Look at the possible selections for each SCALE 
3. Think about which numeral best applies to your perfommnce on English-Language Arts 
tests 
4. Respond to each question by clicking one of the selcclions. 
Note: Response selections are placed in SCALES. Each scale has a different value for 
each question. Colored phrases have been added to assist you, When you finish, click the 
"SUBMIT" button at the bottom of the survey. 
We will now complete the~following example 
together as a class. 
Fnmzple: 
I comp1ete home,,,.ork for English class: 
42 
Always Most of the time ~f)tn t·t i 111 l·., Rarely IN ever 
5 4 3 2 1 
r r r 
Thi~· sctlle has " vtllue ranging from 10 (liighest) to 1 (lowest). Be sure to rea,l the phrllSes 
tJ,at appear above the ra11ges for each scale. 
Scale= 10-1. 
Phrases= "Always" "Most of the time" "Sometimes" "Rarely/Never" 
Ranges = 10 -9, 8 - 6, 5 ~ 3, 2 - 1 
You may now complete the following questions 
below: 
BASIC UNDERSTANDING (14) 
1. When you have requirements to complete on tests such as 
multiple choice questions, graphic organizers, essays, reading 
tasks, planning for writing, and taking notes, how thoroughly do 
you complete these tasks? 
Completely fulfilled Mostly complete ""· 1., I • I 
[ 2 
: =---=r G 3 
43 
Many parts 
are blank 
1 
r 
2. When you read information on a test, how well do you seem 
to understand what you have read or listened to? 
Understand completely Mostly understand ·· "·, "• 
r.: -_,4 - • -.'.So'·:"~ 
·. .·1- . '. ~ 
- ,. . - t~ 
~
ANALYZE TEXT (8) 
2 l 
r 
Very 
confused 
1 
r 
3. How often do you address key elements in your writing? Km?.. 
elements refers to including important ideas and/or themes in your 
writing. Themes and important ideas appear in what you have 
read. 
Address key elements most of the 
time 
I I II" 
r 
I • 
2 
r 
Rarely 
address 
1 
r 
4. How often do you place accurate examples in your answers 
(essays, short answer responses, graphic organizers) from texts 
that you read or listened to? 
Always use accurate Use accurate examples most of 
examples the time 
44 
Rarely use 
examp les 
EVALUATE / EXTEND MEANING (8) 
5. How would you describe the effectiveness and development 
of examples that you give in your writing? 
Examples are: 
Elaborate and fully 
developed Mostly developed 
4 
r 
3 
r 
Usually never develop 
examples 
2 1 
r 
IDENTIFY READING STRATEGIES (12) 
6. How clearly do you interpret examples/details that you have 
included from the reading so that they are understandable (clear) 
to the reader? 
Clearly 
interpret 
examples 
Explainthingsliterally lrt1,rr-~·· .f!, .... ,. , .. ,,,,Ii.,• Unclear/very 
most of the time , ,.r1f., . .i·~ confusing 
3 2 1 
r r r 
45 
7. How often do your responses establish and maintain a clear 
and consistent focus? Focus refers to a state or condition 
permitting clear perception or understanding of the task. 
Always Most of the time -~ ITlt:llll ( Rarely/Never 
I 3 JI 2 j 1 
. . 
' 
- - ·• - -- ·•- - r r r 
·- . 
- - - ' 
' , :t.. - -.-- ~ -· -...:..:. 
WRITING STRATEGIES (11) 
8. Organization refers to a logical, coherent sequence of ideas 
through the use of appropriate transitions (clinchers) or other 
closure devices. This also refers to using topical paragraphs 
consistently. How organized are your responses on tests? 
Always very 
organized 
•L . . , _,:, 
r . . . 
t'.· . .• -
II' - r "' 
ft-':'~'°'!'<_ .... !£fl 
Organized most of the time 
• 
- -
,r( Rarely organized 
1 
r 
9. Quality refers to writing that is fluent and easy to read, 
includes vivid language, and a sense of engagement or voice. 
46 
I 
Engagement refers to how emotionally involved or committed the 
writer appears to be to the task. Voice refers to a wish, choice, or 
opinion openly or formally expressed in a response. How would 
you describe the guality of your writing? 
High Quality Average Quality f-(, HJ.J l •I•' l II! .l. C• ,' Poor quality 
3 2 1 
~ . - . . 
- - . - - (' (' 
- - -: - .- -. __.;~ 
SENTENCE STRUCTURE (12) 
10. Langua e use refers to writing that is stylistically 
sophisticated, uses varied sentence structure, and challenging 
vocabulary. Stylistically so]l_histicated refers to the manner of 
expression used to make your writing intelligent. Varied sentence 
structure refers to the use of tllfferent types of sentences. How 
would you describe the use of language in your writing? 
Poor/ Excellent use of Average use of Wr•.JI-' 11sc• . 11 
language language ,rnq i,1t1•· Inappropriate use 
of language 
(high school level (Grade level or I Bt·l ri·.·, JI aoi: {Significantly below 
or above) slightly below) grade level) 
~~ -~:~·~:-·~-~--3-- 2 -1-1 
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EDITING SKILLS (7) 
11. How often do you make errors in the following areas: 
A. Grammar / Syntax 
Grammar refers to classes of words, their inflections, and their 
functions in sentences. Syntax refers to the way in which words are 
put together to form phrases or clauses. 
Never / rarely have 
grammar errors 
B. Capitalization 
Sometimes have 
grammar errors 
I I I< •. , 11,' 11 , 
2 
r 
Always have gramm3r 
errors 
1 
r 
Capitalization refers to writing or print with an initial capital letter 
at the beginning of words that start sentences or at the beginning of 
proper nouns. 
Never / rarely have Sometimes have , I • , . 1 • , , , 
capitalization errors capitalization errors q,11, 11 111,i,1 , 1 r r 
48 
Always hm:e 
capitalization 
errors 
1 
r 
C. Punctuation 
Punctuation refers to inserting standardized marks or signs in 
written matter to clarify the meaning and separate structural units. 
Common punctuation marks include periods, comltlllS, quotation 
marks, apostrophes. 
Never / rarely have 
punctuation errors 
D. Paragraphing 
Sometimes have Ii.,, , 1 ,, , 
punctuation errors ,,, .. ,, ··1 ,1,, ,, • , . , . 
3 
r 
Always have 
punctuation 
errors 
1 
r 
Paragr(l/1}1i!1g_ refers to a subdivision of written composition that 
consists of one or more sentences, deals with one point or gives the 
words of one speaker, and begins on a new usually indented line. 
Never / rarely have 
paragraphing errors 
E. Spelling 
Sometimes have 
paragraphing errors 
3 I 2 
c~ 
Always have 
paragraphing 
errors 
1 
r 
Spelling refers to the order in which letters appear to form words so 
that they are understandable. 
49 
Never / rarely have 
spelling errors 
Sometimes have 
spelling errors 
! ,., , 11 111 1•,' 11 Spell basic words 
,, wrong 
2 1 
r r 
12. How do you view your overall performance last year in 
English-Language Arts on a scale of 100 (highest) to 1 (lowest) 
Type a number from 1 to 100 in the box below. 
13. How do you view your current performance in English-
Language Arts on a scale of 100 (highest) to 1 (lowest) 
Type a number from 1 to 100 in the box below. 
14. If the TerraNova test that you took at the end of seventh 
grade is an indicator of your potential for success on the NYS 
English-Language Arts eighth grade examination, what score (4 -
1) do you expect to receive? 
Level 4.0 = OUTSTANDING ACHIEVEMENT 
Level 3.5 = ABOVE AVERAGE ACHIEVEMENT 
Level 3.0 = AVERAGE ACHIEVEMENT 
Level 2.5 = AVERAGE-BELOW AVERAGE ACHIEVEMENT 
Level 2.0 = BELOW AVERAGE ACHIEVEMENT 
Level 1.5 = BELOW AVERAGE - S 1GNIFICANTL y BELOW AVERAGE 
50 
L L~ 4 Level 3.SlLLevel 3.0J L~vel 2.5 Level 2.0 • _L~ el 1.6 Le'!_el 'LO I 
r r r r r r r 
I 
Please go back and check your answers. Make sure that you have 
answered each question accurately and honestly. If you are confident 
that all answers have been answered, you may click the "Submit" 
button below. 
DO NOT CLICK THE "RESET" JJUTTON. IT WILL CLEAR ALL OF YOUR 
ANSWERS! 
CLICK HERE» Submit I Reset I 
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